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Studies of wh-words in Mandarin have added to discoveries in
the syntax literature. The discussion of movement of wh-words in
Huang (1982) lent additional evidence to the syntactic level of
Logical Form, and also contributed to the notion of barrier
(Chomsky 1986). However, there have been several discussions in
the literature (Xu 1989, Huang 1989, Lin 1993) concerning
additional wh-data that does not fit in with the argument/adjunct
asymmetry that Huang (1982) proposed. In addition, Aoun and Li
(1993) argue on the basis of the distribution of 'only' that wh-
words do NOT undergo movement at Logical Form. I will argue that
although the data appears to be problematic for the way the theory
was originally formulated, it does not mean that the level of LF
should be discarded as Xu proposes, or that it is not relevant for
the interpretation of wh-words as Aoun and Li suggest. Instead, I
will show that the concept of D-linking (Pesetsky, 1987) can
account for the data that appears problematic for the theory.
Xu notes that the even though Huang (1982) extends the
standard ECP (which deals with the asymmetry between subjects and
objects) to account for the Mandarin data with an argument -
adjunct distinction, problems remain. For example, arguments are
allowed to move out of complex NPs as (1) shows.
(1) Shei xie	 de shu zui youqu?
who write DE book most interesting
'Books that WHO wrote are most interesting?' (Xu, (56))
(1') [cp Shei1 [ip[Np[cp t'i
	 ti xie t j de]] shu j ] zui youqu]]
(1) therefore is a violation of the Complex NP Constraint and the
Subject Condition. However, movement is blocked out of a head
whose relative clause is a specific NP, as (2) shows.
(2) *Shei xie
	 de nei-ben shu zui youqu?
who write DE that-CL book most interesting
'Those books that WHO wrote are most interesting?	 (Xu, (58))
A second problem concerns the fact that even though the two
adjuncts in Mandarin (weishenme 'why' and zenme 'how') supposedly
can not move across an island at LF, in fact weishenme 'why' with
stress on shenme and weileshenme 'for what reason' can both move
across an island (3), as can zenme 'how' (4).1
Ta in (3) is topicalized. Whether this occurs through CP
adjunction or by movement to the Spec of TopP is an open question,
but it is not necessary to answer here for our purposes. Lin
(1992:302) discusses the issue and leaves it unresolved.
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(3) Ta wei(le)shenme xie de shu zui youqu?
he for what reason write.
 DE book most interesting
'Books that he wrote for what reason are most interesting.
(Xu (61))
(3') [ cp Ta i [ cp wei(le)shenmej [IP[NP[CP t j [ ip t i xie de] ] shu]
zuiyouqu]]]
(4) Zenme shao de dan zui haochi
How cook DE egg most delicious
'Eggs that are cooked HOW are most delicious?' (Xu (66))
(4') [ cp Zenme j [ ip [ Np [ cp t' j [ ip shao de]] dan] zui haochi]]
A third issue concerns the distribution of 'only' and wh-in-
situ. Tancredi (1990) in the Principle of Lexical Association (PLA)
notes that 'only' must be identified with an overt element and
cannot be associated with a trace. Aoun and Li (1993) go on to show
that this principle applies at LF. They then point out that
sentences such as (5) will violate the PLA if in fact wh-in-situ
undergoes raising at LF, since that would leave zhi 'only'
associated with the trace of the raised shei.
(5) Ta	 zhi	 xihuan shei
s/he only like who
'Who does s/he only like?' (Aoun and Li (37b))
On the basis of this phenonmenon Aoun and Li argue against wh-in-
situ raising at LF and instead propose that wh-in-situ is coindexed
and interpreted in relation to a question operator that is moved to
the appropriate Spec of Comp position at S-Structure.
In this paper I will show that discarding the argument/adjunct
asymmetry and replacing it with a referential/non-referential
asymmetry can account for the apparent disparate problems noted in
(1)-(4), as well as the issue raised by Aoun and Li concerning the
wh-in-situ violating the PLA when it raises at Logical Form in
examples such as (5). In addition, I will show that this
referentiality distinction can be related to Pesetsky's notion of
D(iscourse)-linking, which will in turn allow for a clustering of
. properties on the syntactic level of Logical Form. Thus, I will
show that the reasoning used to argue against LF no longer stands
when the argument/adjunct dichotomy is replaced by a referentiality
distinction.
This paper is structured as follows: in the second section I
give a brief overview of previous analyses that deal with different
aspects of the above three issues. In the third section, I argue
that a generalization of referentiality will account for the fact
that wh-words cannot be extracted from a relative with a specific
NP as a head, as well as for the fact that in some cases adjuncts
can be extracted. In the fourth section, I present Pesetsky's
notion of D-linking, and show that as he predicted, this analysis
handles the cases of adjunct extraction. In addition, I maintain
that D-linking can also account for the case of extraction over a
specific NP, and moreover show that it can also handle the
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appparent violation of the PLA. Thus, three apparently unrelated
problematic phenemonon can be unified under this analysis, which in
turn lends support to the existence of LF as an independent
syntactic level. In the fifth section, I summarize my conclusions
and suggest further areas of research.
2.0 PREVIOUS ANALYSES OF WH-IN-SITU
It is well-know that a complement/non-complement distinction
concerning the extraction of wh-phrases in S-structure or at
Logical Form (LF) exists in many languages. Huang (1982a,b)
observes that there is a subject/object, as well as an
adjunct/complement asymmetry in English, which he takes to be a
subset of the complement/non-complement patterns found in relation
to the Empty-Category Principle (ECP), which states that non-
pronominal empty categories must be properly governed. Chinese,
however, differs from English in that wh-phrases remain in situ at
S-structure, and lack a subject/object asymmetry with respect to LF
movement. Thus, Huang proposes that INFL must qualify as a proper
governor in Chinese and so the subject position will always be
properly governed. This assumption leads to the position that
Chinese displays only an argument/adjunct asymmetry instead of both
a subject/object and adjunct/object asymmetry at LF.
However, as pointed out earlier, it is not the case that is a
straightforward argument/adjunct asymmetry in Chinese. The claim is
that arguments can move out of islands such as Complex NPs and
sentential subjects, while adjuncts can't. However, there are two
exceptions to this generalization. First, argument wh-words can not
move out of a relative clause whose heads are specific (as was
shown in (2)). The second exception is that the two wh-words in
Mandarin that are deemed to be adjuncts can also be moved out of
islands (provided that they attain a certain degree of
referentiality (see section 3.0)), as (3) and (4) showed.
This second exception essentially negates the generalization
that arguments and adjuncts in Chinese pattern differently.
Instead, we have the following descriptive generalization:
(6) Generalization on Extraction of Wh-words across Islands (I):
All wh-words in Mandarin can be extracted across islands, except
from relative clauses with specific heads, and except for WEIshenme
'why' when it receives stress on the first syllable.
(6) is somewhat similar to Xu's (1989) analysis in that it offers
a disjunctive answer to the two issues. Concerning extraction from
a relative clause with a specific clause, he offers a propositional
approach (PA) which says that 'since a question does not represent
a proposition, its semantic interpretation makes reference to the
set of possible answers to the question, represented by a
disjunction of statements.' (Xu, p. 361) As regards the second
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exception he argues for the 'peculiarity' of WElshenme. 2 He does
not discuss the problem of 'only' and the PLA.
Other analyses in addition to Huang and Aoun & Li discussing
wh-in-situ are Lin (1992), Tsai (forthcoming) and Cheng (1991).
Unfortunately, due to the length limitations on this paper, I can
only briefly sketch each investigation which regretfully does not
allow me to do justice to any of these insightful analyses.
Lin (1992) examines the syntactic behaviors of 'how' and 'why'
and postulates that the asymmetries between these two adjuncts with
regard to long distance extraction can be accounted for with a
disjunctive ECP, and in addition stipulates that intermediate
traces are not subject to it. However, this account will not be
able to handle the fact that extraction is not allowed out of a
relative clause with a specific NP, nor that of the PLA violation.
Tsai (forthcoming) follows the Generalized Binding framework
and argues for a notion of 'checkpoints' as opposed to 'barriers'
where the nominality as well as the [WH] feature is checked through
Comp-indexing. Again, although this account can handle problems
pertaining to the asymmetry of 'how' and 'why' it can not account
for extraction from a relative clause with a specific head or the
case of 'only'.
Cheng (1991) follows Pesestsky's analysis of D-linking
concerning wh-in-situ without proving that it does indeed hold for
Chinese. She also does not discuss that D-linking can handle the
problems with the argument/adjunct asymmetry. She does, however,
show that D-linking can account for Aoun and Li's problem with
'only' and the PLA. My paper expands on her findings to
conclusively demonstrate that the concept of D-linking is necessary
for.Chinese, and that in addition to the case of 'only', the
extraction problems in (6) can be handled as well, thus unifying
three diverse set of facts. In the following section I start with
a review of the data in order to tease apart a more succint
generalization than (6) currently suggests.
3.0 GENERALIZATION CONCERNING REFERENTIALITY
3.1 EXTRACTION OF 'HOW,
First consider the adjunct 'how'. The first clue comes from a
remark by Xu. He notes that although Huang (1982) finds sentences
such as (7) ungrammatical, it has exactly the same structure as (4)
above.
(7) *Ta	 zenme xie de shu zui youqu
s/he how write DE book most interesting
'Books which he wrote HOW are most interesting?' (Xu (62))
Xu points out that if the context was such that 'the speaker and
hearer share the knowledge that the author has the peculiarity of
2He argues that weishenme is peculiar because it cannot be
used as an indefinite pronoun, nor can it take matrix scope in
certain island structures.
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writing different kinds of books using different instruments, (7)
makes sense and is acceptable.' (p. 370) Moreover, it is apparent
that (4) makes sense since 'in speaking of cooking eggs, the styles
of frying, boiling, scrambling immediately present themselves for
choice.' (p. 370) Thus, it seems that zenme 'how' can be extracted
if the context of possibilities concerning the answer is apparent
to the speaker and hearer.3
3.2 EXTRACTION OF 'WHY'
Let us now turn to the case of weileshenme/weiSHENME 'why, for
what reason' versus WElshenme 'why'. There are two clues needed to
solve this puzzle. First, Xu notes that in (8) the sentence is
fine if weileshenme/weiSHENME are used since 'it is known that the
author wrote one of his books for personal interest, others for
money, still others to please his patrons, etc.' (p. 371)
( 8 ) Ta wei(le)shenme xie	 de shu zui youqu?
he for what reason write DE book most interesting
'Books that he wrote for what reason are most interesting?'
(Xu (61))
However, the sentence is not fine if read as WElshenme 'why', since
the backgrounded information is then not assumed or not apparent.
Huang, C. (1992) agrees with Xu. He argues that there is a lexical
'why' and a prepositional phrase 'for what' which is referential
and can be extracted. These two cases can both be read as weishenme
but if a distinction is needed, le is inserted or shenme is
3Tsai (forthcoming) distinguishes 'means-how' can be
extracted, while 'manner-how' cannot. He distinguishes the two
different readings through topicalization of the object as the
examples below show.
(i) Nimen zenmeyang shao zhe-yang cai?
you-pl how	 cook this type dish
'By what means did you cook this dish?'
(ii) Zhe-yang cai, to shao-de zemeyang?
this type dish s/he cook how
'In what manner did s/he cook this dish?
The answer to the first question for Tsai is 'frying, steaming,
etc.', while the answer to the second question is hen hao 'very
good' or hen hao chi 'delicious'. These judgements are not uniform
across speakers, however, since the native speakers that I asked
said that (i) could have either a manner or a means answer, while
(ii) sounded strange for either reading. These judgements hold for
the relevant extraction cases as well. However, what is important
to note is that Tsai's analysis supports the point that, in cases
of extraction for Chinese, something referential can be extracted,
while something that is non-referential cannot.
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stressed to give the 'for what' (referential) reading. 4 The second
clue that this is the correct analysis comes from cross-linguistic
data. For example, in Polish extraction of 'why' is not permitted,
but the extraction of 'for what reason' is. In addition, when
'why' is forced to have a reading where backgrounded information is
assumed, extraction is also fine (Pesetsky, fn. 31). Thus, Mandarin
follows these cross-linguistic patterns of allowing 'why' to be
extracted when backgrounded information is apparent, but not
allowing 'why' to be extracted when there is no background
information.
3.3 EXTRACTION OF AN ARGUMENT ACROSS A SPECIFIC NP
So far we have seen that apparent exceptions to Huang's
proposal can be accounted for with a referentiality distinction.
That is, if a question is asked such that the speaker and hearer
are both familiar with a set of possible answers, the wh-phrase can
be extracted across islands. Let us turn to the case of arguments
not being allowed to be extracted across a specific NP, as in (9).5
(9) *Shei xie
	 de nei-ben shu zui youqu?
who write DE that-CL book most interesting
'That book that WHO wrote is most interesting?'(Xu,(58))
The relevant piece of information to this puzzle again comes from
Xu. He notes that the interpretation of (9) is as follows:
(10) Tell me which of the following is true: the book Y which Xi
wrote is most interesting, or the book Y which X2 wrote is
most interesting, or..... (Xu (60))
From the interpretation in (10) we can see that the referent for
shei 'who' is non-specific. Thus, the hearer can not possibly be
familiar with a set of possible answers. We can see then that the
reverse of the previous1generalization holds as well. That is, not
Tsai would like to distinguish the readings differently. He
argues that weishenme is an adverbial which concerns 'reasons' and
wei(le)shenme is a prepositional phrase which concerns 'purposes'
under this analysis. 'Purpose-why' can be extracted, while 'reason-
why' can't, because 'purpose-why' is more referential. This finding
also accords with my proposal. However, I am not sure that
purpose/reason is the correct distinction to make here, since there
is no structural difference as there was for the two zenmeyang
readings (see fn. 3), and since it seems that a 'reason' reading
will be allowed if the correct context (e.g. reference) is
provided. However, I leave this question open for future research.
Again, the important consideration to note here is that
referentiality of the wh-word is related to it ability to be
extracted.
51
-Wang (1982) attributes this fact to the Specificity
Condition of Fiengo and Higginbotham (1981).
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only is it the case that wh-words can be extracted if the referent
is within a set presupposed by the speaker and hearer, but it is
also the case that if the referent is not in a set presupposed by
the speaker and hearer, the wh-word can not be extracted. This
generalization will hold regardless of whether the head of the
complex NP is specific or not, and will also hold for other
islands. However, we will find that it is necessary to create a
test in order to pry into the relevant intuitions in order to see
that the generalization holds in these circumstances. I will
discuss this matter further in Section 4.2.
3.4 GENERALIZATION ON EXTRACTION OF WH-WORDS
The generalization that can be drawn from the above set of
examples is that wh-words appearing in questions where the speaker
assumes that the hearer knows of possible answers are allowed to be
extracted, and can be formulated as follows:
(11) Generalization on Extraction of Wh-words across Islands (II): 
Wh-in-situ in Mandarin can be extracted across islands at LF if a
set of possible referents is accessible to the speaker and hearer,
but can not be extracted if a set of possible referents is not
accessible to them.
Thus, my proposal is to discard the argument-adjunct distinction
concerning extraction of wh-phrases at LF for Mandarin and to
replace it with a referential/non-referential asymmetry. This
proposal has two distinct advantages. First, it was shown that the
argument/adjunct asymmetry does not capture the necessary facts,
since sometimes arguments cannot be extracted, and all adjuncts
except for WEIshenme 'why' can be extracted. Replacing the
argument-adjunct asymmetry with a referential/non-referential one
would have the advantage of doing away with these extra
stipulations. Second, as I will show below the referential/non-
. /
referential asymmetry will restore Subjacency effects to wh-
movement at Logical Form. This is important because' some have
claimed that lack of Subjacency effects found when employing the
argument/adjunct asymmetry argues against postulating this
syntactic level. Third, the apparent question concerning raising
wh-in-situ violating the PLA can also be accounted for with
referentiality as Cheng (1991) pointed out. Thus, in the next
section, we turn to discussing how the referential/non-referential
asymmetry interacts with Subjacency effects at Logical Form.
4.0 D-LINKED VS. NON-D-LINKED WH-PHRASES
D-linking occurs when "the range of felicitous answers is
limited by a set [established in the discourse that] both the
speaker and hearer have in mind" (Pesetsky, p.108). So if, for
example, a speaker uses a which-question such as (12) below, and
the hear does not know the context that is assumed by the speaker,
s/he will think that the question sounds very odd.
(12) Which book did you read?
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However, wh-phrases such as when, what, how, how many, etc. do not
impose such restrictions on the range of possible answers. These
type of wh-phrases are non-D-linked.
Pesetesky uses this D-linked and non-D-linked distinction to
further refine the rule of wh-in-situ undergoing a movement rule at
the syntactic level of LF. The rule as it is originally formulated
states:
(13) Every quantifier (operator) occupies an A'-position
(nonargument position) at LF.
(14) Wh-phrases are quantifiers (operators).
(Pesetsky (8) , (9))
Pesetsky argues that it is necessary to redefine the definition of
wh-phrases being quantifiers, since some wh-words, such as 'what'
show superiority effects, as in (15a,b), while others, such as
'which' do not, as (16) shows.
(15a) ??What did Jackie persuade whom to write?
(15a') [ s ,who i [ s ,what j did [Jackie persuade e 1 to write ej]]]?
(15b) *Jackie asked [what i [who wrote ei]]?
(15b') Jackie asked [ s , who i [ s , what [e i read ej]]?
(16) Jackie asked which article which student wrote ei?
On the basis of the differences between (15a) and (15b), Pesetsky
postulates the Nested Dependency Condition:
(17) Nested Dependency Condition: If two wh-trace dependencies
overlap, one must contain the other.
However, the Nested Dependency Condition does not account for the
grammaticality of (16). In order to handle this data, Pesetsky
proposes that there are two means for in-situ wh-words to take
scope, either by movement at LF or by wh-words being bound by a
Question-morpheme (Baker 1979).
Thus, Pesetsky splits (14) into two types of wh-phrases as defined
in (17) and (18).
(17) Non-D-linked wh-phrases are quantifiers and adjoin to S'.
(18) D-linked wh-phrases are not quantifiers.
Pesetsky then turns his attention to Japanese, which is an
example of a language that does not have wh-movement to Comp at S-
structure, instead it has wh-movement at LF (Lasnik and Saito,
1984). However, as Pesetsky points out, there is a problem with
this analysis; namely, LF movement is not sensitive to subjacency
violations, such as the Complex NP Constraint and the constraint on
extracting from adjuncts. He notes that 'given that island
phenomena of this sort are one of the principal diagnostic tests
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for movement, it becomes harder to argue convincingly that the
derivation of LF really does involve movement.' (p. 110)
He notes, however, that the discussion of D-linked versus
non-D-linked readings seems to suggest a different approach. He
therefore takes the tack of assuming that subjacency does hold at
LF. He then looks at whether the apparent absence of subjacency
violations has to do with the discourse status of the relevant wh-
phrase. He proposes two experiments: first, force a wh-in-situ to
be aggressively non-D-linked. If the hypothesis is correct, the wh-
in-situ must undergo movement and subjacency effects should be
apparent. Second, in instances of apparent subjacency violations,
one needs to show that the wh-in-situ is in fact D-linked and
therefore is able to receive scope without movement.
He shows that in Japanese the first test passes, while the
second test does not pass if one only takes into account the
grammaticality of the sentences themselves. However, if the
felicity of the answers is taken into account, it can be shown that
these subjacency effects also depend on discourse. My task below
will be to see if these two tests hold up for Mandarin as well. If
they do, it will mean that the paradox of languages, such as
Chinese and Japanese, having wh-movement at LF without subjacency
effects will be resolved, and will perhaps add additional evidence
that the level of LF does in fact involve movement. It will also
add to the evidence shown in Section 3 that the D-linking
distinction (what I referred to in Section 3 as a referentiality
distinction) is the relevant one in terms of extraction, and not an
argument-adjunct asymmetry as previously thought.
4.1 FORCING A NON-D-LINKED READING IN MANDARIN WH-PHRASES
Pesetsky notes that phrases such as 'what the hell' are good
nominees for "aggressively non-D-linked" wh-phrases, since one uses
the phrase in order to express surprise at the answer. That is to
say, using 'what the hell' implies that the speaker and hearer
share no preconceptions about the range of possible answers. For
example, in (19) the appropriate answer is not assumed to be found
in the previous discourse, but it (2-0) the aggressively D-linked
phrase 'which' conflicts with the aggressively non-D-linked 'the
hell' and the sentence is unacceptable.
(19) What the hell book did you read that in?
(20) *Which the hell book did you read that in?
(Pesetsky 40a,b)
Mandarin has no corresponding phrase to 'the hell' but it does
have the phrase meixiangdao which means 'unexpectedly', or
literally 'didn't think'. Examples (21) and (22) show that
sentences with wh-phrases and meixiangdao are good in instances
where subjacency is not being violated.
(21) Meixiangdao Chunwen gei-le Tungyou shenme dongxi?
Unexpectedly Chunwen gave Tungyou what thing
'What did Chunwen give Tungyou unexpectedly?'
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(22) Meixiangdao Chunwen shuo Tungyou du-le shenme shu
unexpectedly Chunwen said Tungyou read what book
'What did Chunwen unexpectedly say that Tungyou read?'
A relevant extraction domain for the Mandarin case would be a
Complex NP. In (23)-(24) it appears that the wh-word can be
extracted even though they are subjacency violations.
(23) Shei xie
	 de shu zui youqu?
who write DE book most interesting
'Books that WHO wrote are most interesting?' (Xu, (56))
(24) Ta	 taolun shenme de shu zui youqu
S/he discuss what DE book most interesting
'Books in which s/he discuss what are most interesting?'
(Xu, (57))
However, when we force a non-D-linked interpretation we postulate
that the wh-in-situ MUST undergo movement and the sentences are
ruled out as (25)-(26) show.
(25) *Meixiangdao shei xie
	 de shu zui youqu?
unexpectedly who write DE book most interesting
(26) *Meixiangdao to
	 taolun shenme de shu zui youqu
unexpectedly s/he discuss what DE book most interesting
I have shown that it is the case in Chinese that subjacency
violations do occur given the context that the wh-phrase is not
allowed to be linked to a previous element in the discourse. In
these cases, the wh-phrase is forced to move at LF, in which case
a subjacency violation occurs. If, however, D-linking is allowed
to occur, then the wh-in-situ remains in place and receive a Baker-
style interpretation.
Another case that proves this point concerns the extraction of
an argument across a specific NP. As we discussed in section 3.3
the referent for the wh-word in question must be non-referential.
Thus, having a specific NP as a head is effectively forcing a non-
D-linked reading. The fact that sentences which extract an argument
across a specific NP are ungrammatical falls out nicely from (17),
since non-D-linked wh-phrases must undergo movement, which causes
a subjacency violation when it crosses the island of the complex
NP.
4.2 D-LINKED WH-PHRASES AND SUBJANCENCY VIOLATIONS
Although the results to Pesetsky's first test concerning the
relationship between non-D-linked wh-phrases and subjacency
violations, the results to the second test look less promising, at
least at first glance. The second test seeks to show that in cases
where the extraction from an island is fine, the wh-in-situ MUST be
D-linked therefore allowed to receive scope without movement.
However, as Pesetsky points out for Japanese this is not
necessarily the case.
	 In order to see why let's look at the
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Mandarin example in (27).
(27) Chunwen zai Tungyou du shenme zhigian jiu zou-le?
Chunwen before Tungyou read what before then left
'What did Chunwen leave before Tungyou read?'
(28a) *Zhanzheng yu heping
war and peace
'War and Peace.'
(28b) Zai to du zhansheng yu heping zhiqian
at she read war and peace
	
before
'It's before she read War and Peace.'
(27) is viable even when the wh-phrase is non-D-linked, that is,
even when there it seems that there is no assumed set of replies
among the speaker and hearer. This fact would seem to be a
counterexample to the claim in apparent subjacency violations the
wh-in-situ MUST be D-linked. 6 However, if we take into account the
felicity of possible answers to these questions we will see that a
appropriate answer must relate to the entire island (i.e. (28b) vs.
(28a)), indicating that a pied-piping option is allowed, which
means that there is in fact no subjacency violations taking place.
Additional evidence that wh-in-situ must be D-linked if subjacency
effects are to be ignored comes from the fact that if (27) is
prefaced with a context of several books, including 'The Golden
Bowl', 'War and Peace' and 'Pride and Prejudice', (28a) then
becomes an appropriate answer.
Another example can be shown with extraction of arguments from
a wh-island as in (29).
(29) Meili xiang-zhidao shei mai-le shenme?
Meili want-know
	 who buy-ASP what
a.Meili wonders who bought what.
b. For which x, x a thing such that Meili wonders who bought x.
c.For which y, y such as person that Meili wonders what y
bought.
(29) is ambiguous as either an indirect question or as a direct
question on 'who' or as a direct question on 'what'. We are
concerned only with the direct question reading. As (29b') and
(29h") show, the appropriate answer must include the entire
island.
6However, forcing a non-D-linked reading with meixiangdao will
make the sentence ungrammatical, as I showed with other examples
above. What I am showing here (following Pesetsky) is that it is
not readily apparent from just looking at (27) that the wh-phrase
must be D-linked. We will need to look at the range of possible
answers to this question in order to understand if that is




(29b") Meili xiang-zhidao shei mai-le shu.
Meili want-know
	 who buy-ASP books
Meili wonders who bought books.




(29c") Meili xiang-zhidao Liping mai-le shenme.
Meili want-know
	 Liping buy-ASP what
Meili wonders what Liping bought.
Again, we see that the answer must relate to the entire island,
suggesting that there is pied-piping occuring and that there are no
island violations taking place. Moreover, if we create a context
for the interpretation of (29b) where several students went out to
get school supplies and when they come back they show the books,
pencils, and erasers that they have bought, I can then say (29)
with stress to indicate the (b) interpretation, and someone (who
also knows what Meili said) can reply with (29b'). In this case,
the wh-word is D-linked and thus does not need to undergo movement.(29' . ) is only ruled out when it is not D-linked and therefore must
undergo movement to receive scope. A similar set of circumstances
could be created to give 'who' a proper context so that (29c')
would be considered an acceptable answer.
In section 4, I have shown that using the phrase meixiangdao
'unexpectedly' in Mandarin sets up the scenario that there are no
preconceptions about the range of possible responses to a wh-
phrase. This construction allowed us to test if in fact the
extraction of wh-phrases did create subjacency violations when the
wh-in-situ was aggressively non-D-linked (with meixiangdao), which
we found to be the case. Moreover, we showed through the answers
to wh-questions that wh-in-situ must be D-linked when it violates
subjacency. These facts indicate that Pesetsky's hypothesis that
non-D-linked wh-phrases undergo wh-movement at LF, while D-linked
wh-phrases do not is substantiated for wh-in-situ facts in
Mandarin.
4.3. The Case of 'Only'
As we pointed out in the introduction, Aoun and Li (1993)
bring up another problem concerning the hypothesis that wh-in-situ
is raised at LF in Chinese. To recapitulate, raising of a wh-in-
situ in examples such as (5) would mean a violation of the
Principle of Lexical Association, since the operator 'only' would
no longer be associated with a lexical constituent in its c-command
domain. (5) is repeated below as (30).
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(30) Ta	 zhi xihuan shei
s/he only like who
'Who does s/he only like?' (Aoun and Li (37b))
As Cheng (1991) notes, there must be a pre-established list of
possiblities in order for question (30) to be asked. This being the
case, we can see that the problem Aoun and Li raise is not in fact
a problem. Instead, it is the apparent exception that proves the
rule. That is, shei is D-linked and therefore does not move,
instead being assigned scope by a Q-morpheme. Since it does not
move, the Principle of Lexical Association will not be violated.
Aoun and Li argue in a footnote against the D-linking analysis
proposed by Cheng for the cases of 'only'. They argue that since
zhi 'only' can occur before an adjunct in sentences such as (31)
below, and since adjuncts can generally not be D-linked, the effect
of 'only' cannot related to D-linking properties.?
(31) Ta	 zhi	 zuo de zenmeyang jib zou-le?
s/he only do DE how	 then leave-ASP
S/he only did how then left?
However, as we have demonstrated extensively above, adjuncts can,
and often are, D-linked. In addition, Cheng suggests that 'only'
requires D-linking of wh-words. Due to the limitations on length I
cannot address this problem here, so I will leave it for future
work to show that (31) is not a problem for a D-linking account
(Ahrens, In prep.).'
5.0 Conclusions
The objections raised by Xu concerning Huang's
argument/adjunct distinction have not been addressed previously in
the literature. Xu himself offers a semantic account of the
phenomenon and argues that the "confidence expressed, for instance,
in May (1985:19) that Chinese interrogative sentences 'provide a
very ,
 strong prima facie case for the existence of LF-movements and
hence for the level itself' is misplaced." However, by addressing
Xu's concerns I have at the same time shown that wh-in-situ in
Mandarin does in fact argue for the syntactic level of LF, since it
is the case that subjacency effects do apply when the wh-phrase is
non-D-linked. In addition, I have also shown that the
argument/adjunct distinction is not the relevant one in terms of
extraction of wh-words at LF for Mandarin. Instead, the notion of
?Aoun and Li note that they are not able to give the full
range of arguments against Cheng at the time of publication and
refer the reader to their 1993 book, which is not available at this
time.
8It is also relevant to note that (31) is not grammatical in
the cases of the native speakers I questioned. There is no
grammatical reply to this question for these speakers.
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referentiality, or D–linking, allows us to account for not only the
problem of adjunct extraction, but also the problem concerning
arguments not being able to be extracted from a relative clause
with a specific head, as well as the dilemma of 'only' and the PLA.
Further areas of research include evaluating the D–linking proposal
against an indexing approach (Cinque 1990, Rizzi 1990), and looking
at whether D–linking is an autonomous mechanism within a specific
module or an interface mapping mechanism between syntax and
semantics, such as Karttunen's (1977) formal representation of
interrogatives as a set of possible answers.
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